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Per Secretary Vance

--To start with the second paragraph is to
begin with a point which is too defensive...and L//,
a non-issue. We need to make a positive case
for the treaties.

--On page 10, at the bottom, going into that
sort of detail about the estimates for defending. the L//
treaty raises all sorts of exciting questions --
but they're not those that we want people to focus
upon. '

-—-Quoting the last three pages from a letter
by somebody else who is not an authority that the
opponents will accept is a rather weak conclusion
for the speech.

In general comment, Secretary Vance has no major
objections to the speech draft, but he does not
consider it as positive a presentation as could be
made. He suggests that the President look at Draft
A of the State Department, which makes many of the
‘points, but puts them in a more positive framework.
(These were sent to Fallows yesterday....which
apparently Secretary Vance asked be shown to you.)

The State Department draft incorporates on
page 11 your point about the protection of U.S. workers.
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PANAMA CANAL SPEECH

Cood evening.

For seventy-five years, we have had a treaty which

protected our right to use the Panama Canal.

For fpurteen years, under four Presidents, two of
them Democrats and two Republicans, our nation.has been
trying to come to a new agreement with Panama over the
futﬁre of the Canal -- a better agreement that would protect
our future as we have protected our past.

Now the job is almost done. Last summer, our
negotiators agreed on two new treaties, which General
Torrijos of Panama and I signed last fall; They.need only
the approval of the Senate to be final.

These treaties are backed by every living ex-President
and Secretary of State. Tﬁey are backed by every member of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by thoughtful people of both
political parties, by the people of Panama, and by the vast

majority of Americans who have dealings with Latin America.



A growing number of Senators have studied them very care-
fully. Many have gone to Panama to see the Canal and to talk
to Panamanian leaders.

As a result, more and more Senators, of both parties,
are aku@ﬁng their suppért for the Treaties. They are doing
SO because they see what is best for our natibn. For our

security. And for our economy.

i
!
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Many people, before they learnecd the facts of the matter,
have had the impression that the Treaties represent a

weakening of the United States, and a retreat from world

léaderéﬁip.



_Thatu}mpfession is wrong. The most
~important reason to ratify the Treaties is that they‘strengthen
our position in the world. The Treaties are supported by our
friends around the world -- including the great bulk of world
opinion. It is no accident that they are opposed by America's
enemieé»in Latin America and elsewhere -- those who would profit
from disorder in Panama. and discord between us and oux neighbors.

Rather than creating a power vacuum in Latin America, the treaties

7" will increase our nation's influence in this hemisphere.

They .  will remove a major source of anti-American feeling and
bring us closer to our friends.
Let me tell each of you listening and watching tonight
how the treaties will help strengthen our security and protect
our economic stake in the Canal. For I have found that,

when people have heard the full terms of these new agreements,

they are usually convinced that the national interest of our

country demands that we approve them.



Our most important interest in the Canal is to be able
to use it. To make sure that we can always use it, we,

imust have the right to defend it.

v ) However many U.S. soldiers were needed, T would not
hesitate to send them to Panama -- if that were necessary to keep
the Canal open.
The Treaties let me do that, and they give that
right to every future American Preéident. This right
was reaffirmed, in plain language, in a joint statement
of understanding between‘our two governments last
éctober.
The Treaties do more: .they also reduce the small
chance that it would ever become necessary to send our troops
on suqh a miséion. They would enlist the govefnmentland people of

Panama 1in a partnership with us to protect the Canal.
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The Panama Canal was built and operated under the terms
of a treaty three-quarters of a century old., Panamanians
have considered that treaty unfair to them -- even though

they have faithfully obeyed it.

Twice their dissatisfaction has boiled over into violence.

There was rioting in Paname in 1959, and again in 1964.

i
\

Three American soldiers and 21 Panamanians iost their lives,
and President Johnson considered that matters had gone far
enough.

After consulting with former President Truman and
Eisenhower, he committed this country to begin work on a
modern treaty with the Repubiic of Panama.

The result of those long years of work is now before

the Senate: a treaty covering the operation of the Canal



for the rest of this century, and a second treaty guaranteeing
its neutrality forever.

The first treaty deals with the main cause of Panamanian
discontent -~ the existence of a 10-mile-wide zone, administered
by a foreign power, right through the middle of their‘country.

We don't need such a zone, any more than we needed
a 10-mile-wide strip througﬁ Canada‘when we recently concluded
an agreement with that country for a XX-mile international
pipeline.

The new treaty gives us what we do need, thdugl -
the right to use the Canal, the right to keep it open
and secure, .and the right to station troops in Panama for the
rest of the century. Our right to defend the Canal was reinforced
in the Joint Statement of Understanding reached by the governments
of Panama and the United States last October.

The treaty also permits us to set up a new agency of

the U.S. Government to run the Canal, so as to assure United

States control of its operations for the rest of the century.



Panamanian; will participate with us in the new agency,
and will play an increasingly important role in running the
- Canal through the lifetime of the treaty.

They will also profit from the Canal's operations.

In simple terms, the more money the Canal takes in, the
more Panama will get.

By giving Panama an important stake in the Canal's
defense and operations, the new treaty changes her from a
passive and sometimes hostile bystander into an active,
interested partner, with her own interest -- paréllel‘to our
own -- in protecting the Canal.

Thus, the Treaties give us the unquestioned right to
defend‘the Canal and to kgep it open. And they give the
~ Panamanians a stake in anefficientAand open Canal. But we
face a third question; as well: in time of war and military need,
when we must be able to move ouf warships quickly, how can we

be sure that they will be able to jump the line of waiting
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vessels and get through the Canal without a fatal delay?
We can be sure by ratifying the new treaties.
The treaty on neutrality guarantees us the right
to "ex?editibus'passage“. Ta make sure there could be no

possible disagreement, the Joint Statement makes it clear

that we have the right to go to the head of the line.

I'd like to read you the exact language. The
statement says that’-.o-ur right‘ to exp_editious transit, and I quote,
intended, and it shall be so interpreted, to ass&re the
transit of such vessels through the Canal és quickly as

possible, without any impediment, with expedited treatment,

Yis

and in case of need or emergency, to go the head of the line

" of vessels in order to transit the Canal rapidly."
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;PiThat lanquage is simple and clear.

)

We'll have the same right to use the Canal that we've
.had since the day it opened. And we need that right.
Because we have a strong economic as well as defense inte;est
in the Canal.

American businessmen want to know that the Canal will
remain open for their goods. American farmers want to continue
to send their grain through the Canal. Most of our nation's
grain exports are shipped from Gulf Coast ports -- and almost
all of our grain goiné to the Far East passes thFough the
Canal.

Will the new Treaties protect this economic_étake by
helping keep the Canal open, and by allowing for the
efficient future opefatio; of the Canal, at a reasonable

cost?

They will.
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The fact that Panama will get substantial revenues from
the Canal tolls is an added guarantee that, even if the
. present government in Panama someday changes, a new
government would want to keep the Canal open and operating
efficiently.

The Canal's continued operation is even more important
to Panama than it is to us.

.Much of Panama's economy is based direétly or indirectly
on the Canal. Panama would be no more likely to close _
down the Canal than we would be to close down our Interstate
highway system.

By the éame token, the surest guarantee that Panama
will keep the Canal tolls at reasonable levels is the market
system, since much of the freight that goes through the
Canal would take other routes -- for example, railroads
and trucks across the United States -- if the Panamanians

raised the tolls too high.
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Of course, the Canal must be more than open to shipping
at reasonable cost. Its opergtions must also be well ménaged.
As Americans leave over, the néxt 22 years, where will fhe
Panamanians find the technicians needed to run the Cana;?

The answer is that about 75% of the employees who keep
the Canal open today are Panamanian. That perceﬁtage will
. go up steadily as we train Panamanians over the rest of this
century to take over thé top posts. l

i.

As most Senators who have visited Panaﬁa know, there are
many skilled, educated Panamanians who will ?e perfectly
capable of managing the Canal when that time comes.

As for the Americans who work on the Canal, their rights
will be carefully protected. It is important to note that the 1abor
unions which represent these American workers support
the new Treatiesi

We also may have a future interest in a new sea-level

canal. We agree in the Treaties that if we decide to

build a sea-level canal, we will build it in Panama. The
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Panamanians agree that if they want to have such a canal built,
they will give us first rights.

Some opponents of the Treaties are concerned that this

takes away our right to build the canal in some other country.

Let's look at the facts.

The questydlof a sea-level canal has been studied over
énd over, from the time before the present Canal was built, up
through President Johnson's administfation. Every study has
reached the same conclﬁsion; .technically the best place to
build a sea-level canal -- and the least expensive place --
is in Panama. .

I don't know whether we'll decide, in the future, that
we need a new canal. But we need to protect our right to
choose. And the new treaties reserve the only logical site --
Panama -- for the United States, rather than any other power,

if we decide to go ahead.

This provision is not to our disadvantage, but a clear advantage

which protects our best interests.
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A final economic question needs to be addressed.

Are we paying Panama to take the Canal back? Will thg
American taxpayer have to foot.a new bill?

The answer>is no.

Payments -- both to the United Sfates and to Panama --
will come outAof the fees charged to the users of the
Canal. The freaties require no payments of tax dollars
from the US Treasury to Panama, either now or in the future.

Wé have agreed to ask Congress for certain loans and
guarantees to Panama. These will be used primérily to
finance US trade and US investment in Panama. They are
not grants. They must be.paid back to us.

I hope that this answers the questiQns you might
have about our security rights and about the eccnomic

costs and advantages of the new Treaties.
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such questions

At the beginning, I had4 " myself. Any of us would,

when we consider such an important issue. That is why I

'

| full o T
ordered alstudy of the Canal question soon after my election,

and why we made sure that we negotiated
Treaties which would answer such-concerns.

' There are two objections that I have not yet addressed.
CFNeither one concerns the text of the new Treaties.
QIBoth are often raised by critics of the Treaties.
q}And both are simply inaccurate.

This first is aboutrownership of the Canal. - It is
summarized in a catch phrase:
"The canal is ours, we built it, we bought
it, L " . and we shouldn't give
it away."
The simple answer is: the Canal is not "ours" to give

away.
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We bought Alaska from the Russians, and no ohe has ever

disputed our title to that land. But we didn't buy the

" Canal Zone, and we have never owned it.

From the beginning we made an annual payment to Panama
for the use of their territory. You don't pay rent on
property you own.

What we have under the old treaty are certain rights
in the Canal Zone which the Upited States éan exercisé “as
if it were éovereign." The Zone has never been anything
but Panamanian territory. : 1

What we did get from Panaman was exactl? the same thing
we need now -- not ownership of the Canal, but the right
to use it and defend it.

| jurisdiction

This is all we need. To try to asger#;/ - over

500 square miles deep in the heaft of Central America would

only inflame our relations with Panama and endanger the Canal's

future.
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. Second, some who oppose the'new treaties have
suggested that we negotiatgd under p;eSsure and that
we have lost our national wiil.

I don't think those people understand our national
mood. It is precisely because we aré strong and
confident again as a nationvthat we are ready to
ap?rove these new treaties.

The treaties are not a withdrawal under pressure.
They are a step forward, to hélp secure our future. It is
no service to America to argue that change is weakness.
Change for the better -- as in these treaties - is
strength.

We are ready to accept an arrangement that is fair
to both n;tions, because it is in our interest as well
as theirs.

We have not been pushed into the new treaties. They

were reached calmly, without haste. There have been
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no major disruptions in Panama during the entire
fourteen years of the negotiations.

Both sides havernegotiated in good.faithr taking the time namﬁredt

Fourteen years is no rush to judgment.

General Torrijos submitted the treatieé to a
vote of his people, which was monitored by the United

and others.

States{ They gave the treaties their strong support.
These agreements will last.
* * *

We are proud of our achievement in building the
Canal. In that sense, the Canal will always be ours -
a triumphant statement of the boundless energy with
which America burst upon the 20th Century. That will

always be a part of our national heritage.

And 'we can be proud of these new treaties as well.
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They reassert to all the world that the Canal is
important to us and that we will defend it.

They strengthen our position in the world.

They provide for the future security of the Canal.

And they prove once again that we still héve the same

foresight and will to change that we had when we built

the Canal.
"We cannot avoid meeting great issues," said the
Canal's builder, Teddy Roosevelt. "All that we can

determine for ourselves is whether we shall meet them well
or ill."
One of those great issues is upon us now.

I trust that we shall meet this‘'great issue well.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 31, 1978

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
FROM: JIM FALLOW.‘_:‘, ﬁ “
SUBJECT: Panama Canal Speech
Here are the explanations for my suggested changes:

1) Although your original phrasing is technically
correct, it suggests —-— to those who don't know the
history -- that we somehow made the Treaty up by ourselves, k///
or that the Panamanians never ratified it, which of course
they did. The rephrasing gets across the same point about
the circumstances of the signing, without leaving the
wrong impression.

2) To establish, from the beginning, your pride in the
Canal and your general confident view of the negotiations,
you could insert here two sentences from an earlier draft:

"The Canal can lift ships from one great ocean to -700
another, over the spine of our two continents.

"Mountains were moved in its building; disease was
conquered; the world was brought closer together.
"We Americans are..." ‘

Of the several inserts I propose, this is the one
I feel least strongly about.

3) Style.
v
4) Style.

5) Pat Caddell has emphasized that one of the most
persuasive points in favor of the Treaties is the continuity
of Presidential support. You cannot gracefully come out
and say, "I have taken an oath to defend the national
security, so you can be sure these Treaties protect our l///
well-being," but you can underline the Presidential con-

tinuity by inserting this sentence at the beginning of the
paragraph:

"In 1964, after consulting with former Presidents Truman
and Eisenhower, President Johnson committed our nation to

work towards a new treaty with the Republic of Panama. Last
summer..."




6) Sounds longer. L//

7) Since the Joint Chiefs are such powerful symbols
for the audience we are trying to reach, perhaps you can L//
prolong their appearance on stage by mentioning them

by name. It would read:

"...the Joint Chiefs of Staff -- General George Brown,
the Chairman, General Bernard Rogers of the Army,
Admiral James Holloway of the Navy, General David Jones
of the Air Force, General Lewis Wilson of the Marines --
responsible men..."

8) I vaguely remember a quote of John Kennedy's to
the effect that "The test of a great nation is not how
it treats other great powers, but how it treats small
nations."” That might be appropriate here if I can find
it, as I will try to do.

9) Style. V//

10) After these long citations, in language not
everyone will understand, I think you need a summing-up
sentence like this: L//
"What this means is that we can take whatever military
actions we see fit to make sure that the Canal always
remains open."

11) style. v

12) Why not make this more pointed by saying:

"...better option than sending our sons and grandsons L//
to fight in the jungles of Panama."

13) "Deeply concerned" suggests the opposite of what
you mean. I think you need a word like "hostile," "irritated," L//,
"resentful,"”" et cetera.

14) Caddell says that a remarkable number of people ~--
about 20 per cent of the total -- say, verbatim, "We bought
it, we paid for it, it's ours," when asked about the Canal.
He thinks, and I agree, that you should confront that
directly, by saying:

"Another question is, why should we_giVe away the Panama
Canal? As many people put it, 'we bought it, we paid for
it, it's ours.'"
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15) Let me make a last pitch for a line from a
previous draft that I thought illustrated our point vividly.
You could insert at 15 these lines:

"We don't need ownership of that strip of land, any
more than we needed to own a strip of land through Canada
when we recently agreed to build an international gas line.
The new Treaties give us what we do need -- not ownership
of the Canal, but the right to use it."

16) More accurate, I think. Vv’

17) Style. \/

18) I thought this point was stronger before. I
recommend replacing the bracketed part with:

"This question has been studied over and over for nearly
a hundred years, from before the present Canal was built,
up through President Johnson's administration. And every
study has reached the same conclusion: that the best place
to build a sea-level Canal is Panama."

19) For the same reason, I propose substituting what
was there before. What bothers me about the present
phrasing is that it doesn't explain why the current Canal
would suddenly become unusable. I recommend instead:

"I don't know whether we'll decide, in the future, that
we need a new Canal. But we need to protect our right to
choose. And the new Treaties reserve the only logical
site -- Panama -- for the United States.

"That means that no outsiders -- possibly unfriendly --
could bid to parallel or bypass the US-Panama Canal, without
our express consent. This is a clear advantage of the
Treaties, which protects our best interests."

20) Again, I thought a passage from an earlier draft
made the point in a vivid and memorable way. I recommend
inserting at 20:

"Much of her economy flows directly or indirectly from
the Canal. Panama would be no more likely to close down the
Canal than we would be to close the Interstate highway
system."

Having said all this, I should add that, with a good
delivery, I think the speech will go over very well.



_ ] s - ,
. ub ﬁgg ,

Penultimate Draft . po A/of ” 1/31/78(6)‘
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Seventy-five years ago, our nation signed a

treaty which gave us rights to build a canal across

‘Panama —an€éd to take the historic step of joining the

Atlantic and Pacific oceans.. Although the treaty was )
| $aued b&? a el
drafted here in our country, and wasgneither seen nor ,;ued4bvq

@@x’ SedL. Jb : N ‘ é:eﬁkﬁa

/ signed Qg]any Panamaniaqﬁ the results of the agreement

have been of great benefit to the-peoplé of Panama, "

to ourselves, and to other nations of the world who

navigate the high seas.

Contrary to some claims and beliefs, we did not

.buy the Panama Canal Zone. We did not pay for it.

We did ‘not acquire sovereignty over it. We agreed to
pay Panama a fee each year for the right to use the
Zone, and we gained the right to build, operate and to

defend the Canal.



The building of the Canal was one of the
greatest engineering feats of history. Although
massive in construction, it was relatively simple

in design, and, it has been reliable and efficient

in operation.AWe Americans are justly and deeply

proud of this great achievement.

| - (?) ,
The Canal has a@fﬁ a source of pride to

the peoplve of Panama -- but also a source of some ¢°h“""“““"‘]

discontent. Because we controlled a _ten-mile—wide _ @

strip of land across the heart of Panama) and because %\@‘L\ "F@M‘“
Hae

original terms of the agreement were Eonsidered. by them

to baunfair and highly favorable to the United Statés,

the people of Panama have never been satisfied with

the treaty.

@

ALast summer, after 14 years of negotiation -- under

two Democratic Presidents and two Republican Presidents --



we reached an ag&ﬁbment that is .fair and beneficial
to both countries. The United States Senate is now

debating whether this agreement should be ratified.

Throughout the negotiations, we were determined
that our national security interests would be protectéd;
that the Canal woﬁld always be open, neutrél, and
available to ships of all nations; that in time of
need or emergency bur ships would have the right to
go to the head of the line for priority passage through
the Canal; énd tha%gur militaryforces would have the
permanent»right to defend:the_Canal if it should ever

be in danger.
- The new Treaties meet all of these requirements.

Let me outline the terms of the agreement:



There are two Treaties, one covering the
- wvesf | -
EEemaining 22 yeazgpof this century, and the other

guaranteeing the openness and neutrality of the Canal

after the year 1999.

For the rest of this century we will operate
the Canal jointly with the Panamanians, under policies
set by a nine-person board of directors. Five members
will be from,the‘United Statés,and four from Panama.
Within the area of the preéentVCanal Zone, we have the
right to select whatever lands and waters our military
and civiiian fofces need to maintain;'operate, and

defend the Canal.

About 75 percent of thbse who now maintain and
operate the Canal are Panamanians; over the next 22 years
as we manage the Canal together, this percentage is

expected to increase. The Americans who work on the



Canal will have their rights of employment, promotion,
and retirement carefully protected. It is im?ortant
to note that the labor unions which represent these-

American workers support the new Treaties.

It is not true that we are paying Panama to take
‘the Canal. We will share with Panama some of the fees
paid by shippers who use. the Canal. As in the past,

the Canal should continue to be self-supporting.

This is not a partisan issue. The Treaties
are backed by President Ford and by evéry living former
Secretary of Sfate. They are strongly endorséd by
ouf business and professibnal leéders, and especially
by thoée who  recognize thevbgnefits of good'will and
' trade with other nétioﬁs in this hemisphgre. They
are endorsed by the Senate leadership, and 6verwhe1mingly

thig

by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which lask



week moved us closer to fatification. And the Treaties

are supported by every member of the Joint Chiefs of

&>

Staff, flthe top military leaders of the United States

Army, Navy, Air Force and Marines -- respohsible men
whose life's work is the defense of this nation and the

preservation of our security.

Jrection

Theg, are opposed by some enemies.of theVUnited
Statés in Latin America, who would like to see disorder
‘in Panamavand a disruption of our pélitical, economic
ahd military alliances with our friends in Central

and South America and in the Caribbean.:

I know that the Treaties also have been opposed
by many Americans. Much -- too much -- of that opposition
is based on misunderstanding ahd misinformation. I

have learned that when the full terms of the agreement



~are known, most people are convinced that the national
interests of our country will be best served by

ratifying the agreement.

Tonight I want to state the facts, answer the
most serious questions, and tell you the reasons I feel

that the freaties should be approved.

The most important reason -- the only reasén -
to ratify the Treaties is that they are in our highest
national interest, and will strengthen our position in
the‘world. Our tradé opportunities will be improved.

We will demonstrate that as a large and powerful nation

we are able to deal fairly and honorably with a proud
"7

SourretIn (/

but smallernnation}/\We will be honoring our commitment

to all nations of the world that the Panama Canal will

be open and available for use by their'ships -- at a



reasonable and competitive cost -- both now and in

the future.

Let me answer specifically the most common

questions about the Treaties.

(WIU

. our nation have the right to protect
.Y
and defend the Canal against armed attack or other

actions which threaten the security of the Canal or

of ships going through it?

The answer is yes, and is contained in both
Treaties and in the Statement of Understanding between

the leaders of our two nations.

The first Treaty says: "The United States of
America and the Republic of Panama commit themselves to

protect and defend the Panama Canal. Each party shall



act, in accordance with its constitutional processes,
to meet the>danger resulting from an armed attack or
other actions which threateén the security of the Panama

Canal or of ships transiting it."

The Neutrality Treaty says: "The ﬁnited States
of America and the Republic of Panama agree to maintain
the regime of neutrality established in this Treaty,
whiéh shall be maintained in order that the Canal

shall remain permanently neutral."

The Statement of Understanding says:. "Under
(the Neﬁtrality Treaty) Panama_and the United States
héve the responsibility to assure that the Panama Canal
will remain open and secure to ships of all nations.
The cor;ect interpretation df fhis principle is that

each of the two countries shall, in accordance with



their respective éonstitutiénai proéessés, defénd

thg Canal against aﬁy.threat to the'regime of'neutfality,
and consequently will have the riéht to aét against

any aggression of threaﬁ directed égainsf thelCanal

or against the_peaqeful tr;néit of vessels through the

C 1." o
an'a . O\IQ ' “"ﬂ-k4 IAJLA‘['EU% VAL \\ M ae L“W '
@ > Nnece S';ar-' +o vmf:e Sure YRat e G.ma.Q m@.dul.(

fm&.\“‘" ty P-“vv amd ‘a--Fe
Of course, this does not give the United States

the right to intervene in the internal affairs of
w ) { . '

Panama, nor our military action be directed

against the territorial integrity or political

independence of Panama.

Military experts_disaéree on how many troops
it would take to ward off an attack. Estimates range
from 50,000 to more than lO0,000,»but I would not
hesitate to deploy whatever armed forces are necessary

to defend the Canal.
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I have no doubt that even in long and protracted
combat we could defend the Panama Canal. But even if
the Panamanian armed forces joined with us as brothers

against a common enemy, there is a better option than .

war in the jungles of Panama.

We would serve our interests better by
implementing the new Treaties, an action that will

help to avoid any attack on the Panama Canal.

 What we want is the permanent right-to use the
Canal ~-- and we can defend this right best through
these Treaties -- through a real cooperation with
Panama. The citizens of Panama and their government
will be,overwhelmihglf in support of this new paftnérship,
and the Neu£rality Treaty will be signea by many other

nations.



The new Treaties will naturally'changerPangma

& (37
| o (3
from a passive and sometimesjdeeply concernigj’ =

bystander into an active and interestedlpartner. The

agreement leads to cooperation, not confrontation.

Another question is: Why should we give away

the Panama Canal Zone, which many people think we an?[‘/&# )

I must repeat an earlier and very important
point: We do not own the Panama Canal Zone -- we
have never owned it. We have only had the right to

use it.

The Canal Zone can'ggg be compared with United
States territory. We bought Alaska.from the Russians,
and no one has ever doubted that we own ;t. Wg bought
the Louisiana Territories from France, and it is.an

integral part of the United States.
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From the beginning we have paid rent to

‘Panama to use the land. You do not pay rent on your
own land. The Canal Zone has always been Panamian
territory. The U.S. Supreme Court and previous
American Presidents have acknowledged Panama's
sovereignty over the Canal Zone. We cannot give back

land we have never owned.

time of need or emergency, get through the Canal

immediately, instead of waiting in line?

The Treaties answer that as clearly1as posSible,
by guaranteeing that our ships will have "expeditious
transiﬁ“ through the Canal. ' To make sure there could
be no possible diﬁagreement about what "expeditious

transit" means, the joint statement says that
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expeﬂgkious transit, .and I quote, "is intended . . ;
_to assure the transit of such vessels fhrough the

. Canal as quickly as possible, without any impediment,
with expedited tréatment, and in case of need or
'emergenqy, to go to the head of the line of vessels

in order to transit the Canal rapidly.”

Will the Treaties affect our standing in
Latin America -- will they create a "power vacuum,"

which our enemies will £fill?

In fact, the Treaties will increase our nation's

influence in this hemisphere.

Rather than giving our enemies an opportunity
to exploit mistrust and disagreement, the Treaties

will remove a major source of anti-American feeling.
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The new agreement has already provided vivid

: ' _ ero
proof to the people of this hemisphere that a new eax

of friendship and cooperation is beginning, and that

the last remnant of alleged American colonlallsm :

s b@qwa,

( as been removed.

_ yhﬁt fall I met individually with the leaders

(%) :
of 19 é%gefFfLuntries in this hemisphere. There is a

new sense of équality, a new sense of trust, a new
sense of mutual respect that exist because 6f the
Panama Canal Treaties. This opens up a new 6pportuﬁity
for us, in good will, trade; jobs, exports, and-political.

cooperation.

If the Treaties should re=% be rejected, this
would all be lost, and‘disappointment and despair
among our good neighbors would make us worse off than

had we never begun the negotiations at all.



Agitators and diss;dent groups know full wéll
that their best'opportunity to gain influence would
‘come thrqugh disruption of our friendly relations
with Panamé»and-the other nations qf the We;tern'

hemisphere.

In the peaceful sfruggle ag;inst alien ideologiesl
like communism, these Treaties are a step in the right
direction._ Nothing could strehéthen our competitors
and adversariés in this hemisphere more than for ué

to reject this agreement.

What if a new seaflevel_canél is built in the
o
future? éior more than a hundred years, studies have
shown that the best site for a possible sea-level canal
would be through the present territory of the Republic.

of Panama. Dﬁring the past decade an extensive study

by the United States government again coﬂfirmed_this

facéZE



-17 -

The Treaties say that if we want to build a
canal, we will build it‘ih Panama -~- and if a canal’
is to be built in Panama, we will have the right to

participate in the project.

z This is a clear benefit to us, for it ensures
that ten or twentg'years from now, no unfriendly but

wealthy power will be able to bid with the Panamanians

to build a sea-level canal, bypass the existing Canal,
perhaps leaving that other nation with the only usable
watérway through the Isthmus.ﬂ

Are we paying Panama to take the Canal?

. We are not.

The United States' original financial investment

in the Canal was about $387million. Since then we
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have received, in fees frdm_the.Canal, about

$ ? million. Any payments to Panama will come

from ships which use the Canai -- paid on a nbrmal
commercial fee basis.A‘Not one dollar.of American

tax money will be paid.

What about the stability and the capability
of the Panamanian government? Do the people themselves

support the new agreement?

The present leader of Panama has been in office
for more than nine years. Democratic elections will
be held this August to choose the members of the
N A‘STQMLI\/ . .
Panamian In the past, regimes have changed
in Panama ~- but for 75 years, no Panamanian government

has wanted to close the Canal. Panama wants the Canal

open and neutral -- perhaps even more than we do.
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The Canal's continued operatio may—be ' important to

us, but it is much more than that to Panama.

To Panama, it is crucial.

Tththreat of c1051ng the Canal comes)not from

any government of Panama, but from misguided dissidents

who may be dissatisfied by the terms of the old Treaty;

In an open and free referendum last October
- ~ which was monitored by the Organization of American
States, the people of Panama gave the new Treaties

‘their overwhelming support.

There is a final question, about the deeper

meaning of the Treaties themselves =- to us and to

}
Panama.
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David McCullough, author of "The Path Between
Two Seas", wrote me a letter about the Panama Canal

Treaties. Let me read part of his letter:

"The canal is something we made and have looked
aftervthese many years; it is 'ou;s' in'tha£ sénée,
which is very different from jﬁst ownership. . . .

“So,whenAwe talk of the canal, whether we are
old, young,‘for or against the treaties, we are talking
apout very elemental feeiings'about our own étrengths e e

"Still . . . we want, all of us, é more humane
and stable world. We'believe in good will, ;s well as
strength. . . -

"This . . . is something we do because we kﬁow
it is right. ‘This is not merely the surest way to

'SAVE OUR CANAL', it is the strong, positive act of a



PR

4.

'still-confidenf, still-crggtive}.stillfpurpoéefui
people.‘. .b.‘

"This . . 5'Can‘bécome a soufce of national
pride and'self;re$pect in much the‘wéy building the
canal was. It is;thevspirit ih Which wé act tha;
ié-so very important. o . e

"I think of what Theodore Roosevelt:mighﬁ say
were he alive today. .-; . He saw histofy itself as
a force,and the histbry of our owﬁ time and theu
changes it has brought would not be lost 6ﬁ»him. . .
(C)hange was inevitablé, he knew, and necéssafy.
Change was growth. The true conservative, he~oncé
remarked, keeps his face to the future.-.'. .

"(I)t is hard to picture him dismissing or
discounting such testimony to the.military value of 4‘&

treaties as voiced by the Joint Chiefs.

.
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“But were he to endorse thevtreatiés, as I am
quite sure he would, it would be ﬁainly because he
vvwould see thé decision as one by which we are
demonstrating the kind.of powér we wish tp be. VFor
Roosevelt the canal was a gateway to the véry different
and uncertain new‘world of the new twénﬁieth'ceﬁtury,
a world in which the United States had no choige but
to play a major part.

"fWe cannot avoid meeting great issues,'
Theodore Roosevelt said. 'All that we can determine
for ourselves is_whethef.we shall meet them well or
i1i.' . . .

"The Pamana Canal is_a,vast, heroic expression
of that age old desire to bridge.the divide and bring
peopie closer_togethef. . -« « (T)his too is what thé

Treaties are all about."



.. In this historicvdecision we can sense what
" Roosevelt called "the lift toward nobler things which

marks a great and generous people."
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Seventy—five years ago, our nation signed a
trgaty which gave us rights fo_build»a canal‘acrdss
Papamar—;;d tqvtake the histdric step~of joining'the
" Atlantic and Pacificloceans. Altﬁoﬁgh fhe treaty was
drafted here in our country, and»waé neither seen nor
signed by any Panémanian, the resultsvof the agreementi
have ‘been of greaﬁ benefit‘to the people of Panama,
to ourselves, énd to other nations of the world who

navigate the high seas.

‘Contrary to some claims and_beliefs, we did EQE
.buy the Panama Canal Zéne. We did not pay for it.
We did not acquire sbvereiénty over it. We agreed to
pay Panama a fee:eaqh year‘fqr the right to use the
Zone, and we éained the right to build{ operate and to

defend the Canal. -



The building of the Canal was ohe of the
greatest engineering feats of history. ~Although
massive in construction, it was ;elatively simp;e
in design, and.it has been reliable and efficient
in operaﬁion. We Americans are justly and deeply

prbud,of this great achievement.

The Canal has also been a source of pride to
the people of‘Panama -- but also a source of some ¢°H+'"Q‘“1
discontent. Because we controlled a ten-mile-wide
strip of land across the heart of Panama and because
original térms of the agreement were considered by them
“to be unfair and highly favorable tc the United States,
the people of Panama have never been satisfied with

the treaty.

Last summer,.after~l4 years of negotiation -- under

two Democratic Presidents and two Republican Presidents --



we reached an ag@fement that is fair and beneficial
1L So.“m

to bothvcountriesj The United States Senate 4% new

debating whether this agreement should be ratified.

Throughout the negotiations; we were‘determined
that our natioh;l seéurity interests would be protecﬁed;
that the Canal would always be open, neutral, and
aQailable to ships of all nations; that in time of-
need or émerggncy our ships would have the right to
. go to the head of the line for priority passage through
the Canal; aﬁd_thaqgur military forces would have the’
permanent right to defend fhe Canal if it should ever

be in danger.
" The new Treaties meet all of these requirements.

Let me'outline the tefms of the agreement:

e



There are two Treaties, one covering the
‘ remaining 22 years of this century, and the other
guaranteeing the openness and neutrality of the Canal

after the year 1999.

Fof the rest of this century we will operate
the Cahal jointly with the Panamaﬁians;»under policies
set by a nine—peféon board of directorsf Five members
will be from thg United States,and four from Panama.
Within the area of the present Canal Zone, we have the
right to select whatever lands and watefs our military
and civilian forces need to ﬁaintain, operate, and

defend the Canal.

About 75 percent of those who now méintain and
operate the Canal are Panamanians; over the next 22 years
as we manage the Canal togethér, this percentage is

expected to increase. The Americans who work on the
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Canal will have their rights of émplOyment, promotion,
and retirementAcarefully'protected.' It is important

to note that the labor unions which represent these

American workers support the new Treaties.

It is not true that we are paying Panama to take
‘the Canal. We will share with Panama some of the fees
paid by shippers who use the Canal. As in the past,

the Canal should continue to be self-suppvorting. .

This is hot a partisan issue. The Treaties
are backed by President Ford and by every‘living former
Secretary of State. They are strongly endorsed by
our business and professional leaders, and especially
by tho§e who recognize the benefits of good will and
trade with other nations in this hemisphere. They
are endorsed by the Senate leadership, nd overwhelmingly

+hig

by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which last



week moved us closer to ratification. And the Treatiés
are suppor;ed by gvery member of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the top military leaders of the United States
Army, Navy, Air Force and Marines - respbnsible men
whose iife's work is the defepse of this nation and the

preservation of our security.

Jreatiin | ,

They, are opposed by somg enemies of the Unitéd
States in Latin America, who would like to see disorder
_ in Panama and a dis:uption of our political, economic
and military alliances with our friends in Central

and South America and in the Caribbean.

I know that the Treaties also have been opposed
by many Americans. Much -- too much -- of that opposition
is based on misunderstanding and misinformation. I

have learned that when the full terms of the agreement -



.

are known, most people are convinced that the national
interests of our country will be best served by

ratifying the agreement.

Tonight I want to state the facts, answer the
most serious questions, and tell you the reasons I feel

~ that the treaties should be approved.

.The mosﬁ importan; reasoh -f the‘gglz reason ==
to ratify the Treaties is that they are in our highest
national inferest, and will strengthen our position in
the world. Ouf trade opportunities will bé improved.
We will demonstrate that as a'large and powerful nation
we are able to deal fairly énd_honorably with arproud

Sowerein -
anation. We will be honoring our commitment

but smallér
to all nations of the world that the Panama Canal will

be open and available for use by their ships -- at a



reasonable and competitive cost -- both now and in

the future.

Let me answer specifically the most common

questions about the Treaties.

. Does our nation have the right to protect
and defend the Canal against armed attack or other
actions which threaten the security of the Canal or

of ships going through it?

The answer is yes, and is contained in both
Treaties and in the Statement of Understanding between

- the leaders of our two nations.

The first Treaty says: "The United States of
America and the Republic of Panama commit themselves to

protect and defend the Panama Canal. Each pafty shall




act, in accordance with its constitutional'processes,
to meet the danger resulting from an armed attack or
other actions which threaten the security of the Panama

Canal or of Ships transiting it."

The Neﬁtrglity Treaty says: "The United States
of America and the Republic of Panama agree to maintain
the regime of neutrality established in this Treaty,
which shall bg maintained in order that the Canal

shall remain permanently neutral."

The Statement of Understanding says: "Under
(the Neutrality Treaty) Panama and the United States
have the responsibility to assure that the Panama Canal
will'remain.open and secure to ships of all nations.
The correct interpretation of this principle is that

each of the two countries shall, in accordance with
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rtheir‘respective constitutional procesées, defend

the Canal against any threat to the regime of neutrality,
and consequently will have the right to act against

any aggression or threat directed against the Canal

or against the peaceful transit of vessels through the

Canal."

of course,'this.does not give the United States
the right to intervéne ih the internal.éffairs of
Panama, nor shall our military action be directed
against the territorial integrity or political

independence of Panama.

Military experts disagree on how many troops

it would take to ward off an attack. Estimates range

A

, : 4
from 50,000 to more than 100,000,-b@f I would not

hesitate to deploy whatever armed forces are necessary

to defend the Canal.
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I have no doubt that even in long and protracted
combat we could defend the Panama Canai. But even-if
the Panaménian armed force; joined with us as brothers
against a common enemy, there is a better option than

war in the jungles of Panama.

We would serve our interests better by
implementing the new Treaties, an action that will

hélp to avoid any attack on the Panama Canal.

What we want is the permanent right to use the
Canal -- and we can defend this right best through
theseiTreaties -- through a reél cooperation with
Pénama. The citizens éf Panama and theirvgovernmeht
will bevoverwheimingly in support of this new partnership,
and the Neutrality Treaty‘will be signed by many other

nations.



The new Treaties will naturally change Panama

from a passive and sometimes deeply concerned

: 7
bystander into an active and interested partner. The

~agreement leads to cooperation, not confrontation.

Another question is: Why should we give away.

the Panama Canal Zone, which many peoplevthink we own?

I must repeat an earlier and very important
point: We do not own the Panama Canal Zone -- we
have never owned it. We have only had the right to

use it.

The Canal Zone can not be compared with United
States territory. Welbought'Alaska from the Russians,
and no one has ever doubtéé that we own it. We bought
the Louisiana Territoriesvfrom F;ance, and it is an

integral part of the United States.

| % ﬂ-.fﬂmnﬁ ‘.wlfe&e"&):%' JTh T (]
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Frdm the beginning we havg.paid rent to
Panama to.ﬁse the land. You do not pay rent on your
own land. The Canal Zone has always been Panamggn
territory. The U.S. Supreme Courf and previous
American Presidents have acknowledged Panama's
sovereignty °Vér,the Canal Zong, We»cannot give back

land we have never owned.

There is another question: Can our ships, in
time of need or emergency, get through the Canal

immediately, instead of waiting in line? .ﬁs, 77#7 mwa,zé ‘

The Treaties answer thaf as clearly as possible,
by guaranteeing that bur ships will have "expeditious
transif" through the Canal.  To make sure there could
be no possible disagreement abou£ what."expeditious

transit" means, the joint statement says that
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expeﬂﬁkious transit, and»; quote, "is inténdéd . ..;
to éssure the transit of such veséels through the.
Cénél as quickly as possible, without any impediment,
with expedited treatment, and in case of need or
emergency, to go to tﬁe head of the line of vessels

in order to transit the Canal rapidly."”

Will the Treaties affect our standing in
Latin America -- will they create a "power vacuum,"

which our enemies will fill?

In fact, the Treaties will increase our nation's

influéncé in this hemisphere.

Rather than giving our enemies an opportunity
to exploit mistrust and disagreement, the Treaties

will remove a major source of anti-American feeling.
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The new agreement has already provided vivid

_ v v eva
proof to the people of this hemisphere that a new eax
of friendship and cooperation is beginning, and that.

the last remnant of alleged American colonialism

has been removed.

Last fall I met_individually‘with the leaders
of 19 other countries in this hemisphere. There is a
newvsense of quality, a new sense of trust, a new
sense of mutual respect that exist because'of.the
Panama Canal Treaties. This opens‘up'a new oppoftunity
for us, in.gdod will, trade, jgbs, exports, and political

cooperation.

If the Treaties should m=t be rejected, this -
would all be lost, and disappointment and despair
among our good neighbors would make us worse off than

had we never begun the negotiations at all.



- 16 -

‘Agitatbrs and dissident groups know fg11 we11
that théir best opportuni;y to gain influence would
come through disruptiég of our friendly felati@ns
with Panaﬁa and'the'other‘nations of the Western

hemisphere.

In the peéceful struggle against alien ideqlogies
like communism, these Treaties are a step in the right
direction. Npthing could strengthen our competitors
aﬁd adversaries in this hemisphere more than for us

to reject this agreement.

Whét if a new sea-level canal is built in the
future? For more than a hundred years, studies have
shownh that the best sité for aApossible éea-level’canal
would be éhrough the present territory of the Republic
of Papama. Durinébthe past decade an extensive study
by the United States government againvconfirmed this

fact.
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The Treaties say that if we want to build a
canal, we will build it in Panama ~- and if a canal
is to be built in Pénama, we will have the right to

participate in the project.

This is.a clear benefit to us, for it ensures
~that ten or twenty yearsffromvnow; no Unfriendly but
wealthy power will be able to bid with thé Panamanians
to build a sea-level canal, bypass the existing Canal,.
perhaps leaving that other nation with the only.usab;e

waterway through the Isthmus.
Are we paying Panama to take the Canal?

. We are not.

The United States' original financial investment

in the Canal was about $3%7 million. Since then we
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have received, in feeé frbm the Cana;; about

$ ? milliQn. Any payments tovPanama will come
from ships which use the Canal -- paid on a normal
commercial'feevbasis. Not one dollar of American

tax money will be paid.

What about the stability and the capability
of the Panamanian govérnment?' Do the people themselves

support the new agreement?

The present leader of Panama has been in office
for more than nine years. Democratic elections will
be held this August to choose the members of the
o AffeMLI - .
Panamian Congresg. In the past, regimes have changed
in Panama -- but for 75 years,'no Panamanian government

has wanted to close the Canal. Panama wants the Canal

open and neutral -- perhaps even more than we do.
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The Canal's continued operatio 1mportant to

us, but it is much more than that to Panama.

To Panama, it is crucial.

il -
TheAthreat of closing the Canal comes; not from

any government of Panama, but from misguided dissidents

I3

who may be dissatisfied by the terms of the old Treaty.

In an open and free referendum last October
‘which was monitored by the Organization of American
States, the people of Panama gave the new Treaties

their overwhelming support.

There is a final question, about the deeper

meaning of the Treaties themselves -- to us and to
: _

Panama.
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David McCullough, author of "The Path Between
_ e 1 ‘ |
@lgrSeas", wrote me a letter about the Panama Canal

Treaties. Let me read part of his letter:

‘"The canal is something we made and have looked-
after these many years; it is.'ours' in that sense,
which is very different from just ownership. . . .

"So when we talk of the canal, whether we are
old, young, for or.against thé treaties, we are talking
‘abqut very elemental feeiings abéut our. own strenéths e e e e

"Still . . . we wént, all‘of us, a more humane
gnd stable wo:ld.» We believe in good_will, as weil as
strength. . . .

"This . . . is something'we do because we know
it is right. This is not merely the surest way to

'SAVE OUR CANAL', it is the strong, positive act of a



still-confident, étill-creative;'étill-purpéseful-
" people. . . .

fThis .‘. . can become a source of national
pride and self-respect in much thebwayibuilding the
canal was. It is the spirit in whicﬁ we act that
is so very important. . . {

"I think of what Theodore.Rbdsevelt might say
'Qére he -alive téday.«. . . He séw history itself as
a force, and the history of our own time anq the
changes,it has brought would nbtrbe lqst on him. . . ;
'(C)hange was inevitable, hé knew, and necessary.
Change was growth. ‘The true cdnservative,_he once
remarked, keeps his face to the future. . . .

"(I)t is hard to picturé‘him'diémissing or
discounting such £estimony to the military value of 4‘&

treaties as voiced by the Joint Chiefs.
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"But were he'to éndorée the treaties, as I am
guite sure he_would; it would be mainly because he
‘would see fhe decision as oﬁe by which we are
demonstrating the kind of power Qe wish to be. For
Roosevelt the canal was a gateway to the very differenf
and uncertain new worldvof the new twentieth:century,
a world in Whiéh the United States had no choige'but
to play a major part.

‘"'We cannot avoid meeting great issues,'
Theodore Roosevelt said. 'All that we can determine
for ourselves is whether we shall meet them well or
i1, ...

"The Pamana Canal is a vast, heroic expression
.of that age o0ld desire to bridge fhe divide and bring

people closer together. . . . (T)his too is what the

Treaties are all about."



- 23 -

In this historic decision we can sense what
- Roosevelt called "the lift toward nobler things which

marks a great and generous people.”
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Seventy-five years ago, our nation signed a
treaty which gave us rights to build a canal across

"Panama ,~and to take the historic step'of joining the

‘eaty was
drafted hefe in our country, apd was neithg¢r seefi nor gwbhﬂ
reement -
.z
anama,
'/ (o-\)eﬁﬂ-(
r nations/of the world who CD?Q“Nka)
A .

- Woueyw,
/26ntrary to some claims and beliefs, we did not

;buy the Pénama Canal Zoné. We did not pay.for it.
We‘didﬂggg aééuire»sovereignty over if. We.agreed to
pay Panama a'fee each year for the right to use the
Zone, and we gained the right to build, operate and to

defend the Canal.
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The building of thé Canal was one of the
greatest engineering feats of histbry. Although.
massive in cohstruction, it was relatively simplé
in design, and it has been reliable and efficient
in operation. We Americans are justly and deeply

proud of this great achievement.

e A

TheyCanai_haS-also been a source of pride’ to
the people of Panama - but‘also’asourcefof some ¢°H+’”“‘“1
discontent. Because we controlled a ten—mile;wide
strip of land across the heart of Paﬁama and because

. . il s .o, T SV D
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original terms of the agreementkyere considered by them T
to be unfair and highly favorable to the United States,

the people of Panama have never been satisfied with

the treaty.

Last summer, after 14 years of negotiation -- under

two Democratic Presidents and two Republican Presidents --



we reached an agfjement that is.fair and beneficial
to bbth countries. The United States Senate is now .

debating whether. this agreement should be ratified.

Throuéhout the negotiatiohs, we were determined
‘that our national security interests woﬁld be érotected;
that the Canal Qould always be open, neﬁtral, and
available to ships of all nations; that in time‘of
need or emergency our ships wouid have the right to
go to'the head of the line for priority»passage through
the Canal; and thad%ur military forces would have thé
permanent right to defend»the Canal if it shbuld ever

be in danger.
" The new Treaties meet all of these requirements.

Let me outline the terms of the_agreement:
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There are two Treaties, one covering the
remaining 22 years of this century, and the other
guaranteeing the openness and neutrality of the Canal

after the year 1999.

For the rest of this century we will operate
the Capal ﬁointly with the Panamanians, under policies
set by a.niné—person boarﬁ of directors. Five members
will be from the United‘States,and four from Panama.
Within the area of the present'Canai Zone, we have the
right to select whatever lands and waters our military
and'éivilian forces need to maintain, operate, and

defend the Canal.

About 75 percent of those who now maintain and
operate the Canal are Panamanians; over the next 22 years
as we manage the Canal together, this percentage is

expected to increase. The Americans who work on the
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Canal will have their rigﬁts_of employment, promotion,
and retirement carefully protected. It is important
to note that the labor unions which represent these

American workers support the new Treaties.

It is not true that we are paying Panama to take
the Canal. We will share with Panama some of the fees -
paid by shippers who use the Canal. As in the past,

the Canal should continue to be self-supporting.

. This is not a partisan issue. The Treatieé
are backed by President Ford gnd by every living former
Secretary of State. They are strongly éndorsed by
our business and professional leaders,'aﬁd especiélly
by tho§e who recognize the bgnefits of good will and .
trade with other nationé in this hemisphere. They

. cb\mmfr U\AW'M u:\(\
are endorsed by the Senate leadership, and ove;yhelmingly /

+hig

by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which lask



week mqved us closer to fatifiqation. And the Treaties

are supported by every membér ofvthe»Joint Chiefs of

Staff, the top miiitarf leaéeré of.the United States

Army, Navy, Air Force and.Marines -- responsible men
\‘)40\-1&5;'0\1 |

whose life's work is the defenSe of this nation and the

preservation of our security.

1beaiﬁé~

Theg, are opposed by §gﬁé enemies of the United
States}}ﬁ’%;tin améfiCa, who would like to see disorder
in Panama and a disruptioh of our political, edoﬁomic
and military alliances with our friends in Central

and South America and in the Caribbean.

I know that the Treaties also have been opposed
by mahy Americans. Much -- too much -- of that opposition
is based on misunderstanding and misinformation. I

have learned that when the full terms of the agreement



are known, most people are convinced that the national

interests of our country will be best served by

ratifying the agreement.

Tonight I want to state the facts, answer the
most serious questions, and tell you the reasons I feel

that the Treaties should be approved.

The most impor;an; reaéon - the only reason --
to ratify the Treaties is that they are in our highest
national interést, and will strengthen our position in
the world. Our trade oppoftﬁnities will be imprdved.
We will demonstrate that as a 1arge aﬁd powerful natioh
we are able to deal.fairly‘and honorably with a proud

Souwrerqn

but smaller,nation. We will be honoring our commitment

to all nations of the world that the Panama Canal will

be open and available for use by theiriships -- at a
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reasonable and competitive cost =~ both now and in

the future.

Let me answer specifically the most common

questions about the Treaties.

. Does our nation have the right to protect
and defend the Canal against armed attack or other
actions which threaten the security of the Canal or

of ships going through it?

The answer is yes, and is contained in both
Treaties and in the Statement of Understanding between

“the leaders of our two nations.

The first Treaty says: "The United States of
America and the Republic of Panama commit themselves to

protect and defend the Panama Canal. Each'party shall .
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act, in accordance with its éonstitutional processes,
to meet the danger resulting from an armed attack or
other actions which threaten the security of the Panama

Canal or of ships transiting it."

The Neutrglity Tfeaty says: "The United States
of America and the_Republic of Panama agree to maintain
the regime of neutrality estabiished in this Treaty,
which shall be maintained in order that the Canal

shall remain permanently neutral."

The Statement of Understanding says: "Under
(the Neutrality Treaty) Panamg and the United States
have the responsibility to assurg that the Panama Canal
will remain opeﬂ and secure to ships of all nations.
The correct interpretaﬁion of fhis principle is that

each of the two countries shall, in accordance with
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their»respective constitutional'processes, defend

the Canal against any ﬁhfeat to thé régime of neutrality,
and consequently will have the right to act against

any aggressionror threat directed against the Canal

or against the peaceful transit of vessels through the

Canal."

Of course, this does not give the United States
the right to.intervene in the internal affairs of
Panama, nor shall our military actionvbe dirécfed
against the térritorial integriﬁy.or political

independence of Panama.

Military experts disaéree on how many troops
it WOpld take to ward off an attack. Estimates range
from 50,000_#0 more than 100,000, but I would not
" hesitate to deploy whatever armed forces are necessary

to defend the Canal.
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I have no doﬁbt that even ih long and protrécted
combat we could defend the Panama Canal. But even if
the Panamanian armed forces joined with us as brothers
against a coﬁmon enemy, there is»a bétter option than

war in the jungles of Panama.

We would serve our interests better by
implementing the new Treaties, an action that will

help to avoid any attack on the Panama Canal.

What we want is the permanent right to use the
Canal -- and»we can defend this right best through
these Treaties -- through ; real cooperation with
Panama. The citizens of Panama and their govgrnment
will be overwhelmingly in.support of this new partnership,
and the Neu£rality Treaty will be sighed by many other

nations.



"The new Treaties will naturallybchangé Panama
from a passive and sometimes deeply concerned
bystander into an active and interested partner. The

agreement leads to cooperation, not confrontation.

Another question is: Why should we give away

the Panama Canal Zone, which many people think we own?

I must repeat an earlier and very important
point: We do not own the Panama Canal Zone -- we
have never owned it. We have only had the right to

use it.

The Canal Zone can not be compared with United
States territory. We bought‘Alaska from the Russians,
and no one has ever doubted that we own it. We bought
the Louisiana Terrifories from Franée, and it is an

integral part of the United States.
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From the beginning we have paid rent to
Panama to use the land. You do not  pay rent on yoﬁr
, ' ‘ : on
own land. The Canal Zone has always been Panamian :
territory. The U.S. Supreme Court and previous
American Presidents have acknowledged Panama's
' sovereignty over the Canal Zone. We cannot give back

land we have never owned.

There is another question: Can our ships, in
time of need or emergency, get through the Canal

immediately, instead of waiting in line?

The Treaties answer that as clearly as possible,
by guaranteeing that our ships will have "expeditious
transif“ through the Caﬁal."To make sure there could
be no possible disagreement about whet "expeditious

transit" means, the joint statement says'that
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expeﬂatious>transit,'and I quote, "is intended . ..
_to asSure the transit of such vessels through thev
Canal as quickly as possible, without any impediment,
with expedited treatment, and in case of need or
'emergency, to go to the head of the line of vessels

in order to transit the Canal rapidly."

Will the Treaties affect our standing in
Latin America -- will they create a "power vacuum,"

which our enemies will f£ill?

In fact, the Treaties will increase our nation's

influence in this hemisphere.'

Rather than giving our enemies an opportunity
to exploit mistrust and disagreement, the Treaties

will remove a major source of anti-American feeling.



- 15 =~

The new agreement has already provided vivid
proof to the people of this hemisphere that a new eaxr
of friendship and cooperation is beginning, and that

the last remnant of alleged American colonialism

has been removed.

Last fall I met individuallybwith the leaders
of 19 other countries in this hemisphere. There is a
new sense of equality, a new sense of trust, a new
sense of mutuai respect that exist because of the -
Panama Canal Treaties. This opens up a new opportunity .
for us, in good will, trade, jobs, exports, and political

cooperation.

If the Treaties should me%t be rejected, this
would all be lost, and»diSappointment and despair
among our good-neighbors would make us worse off than-

had we never begun the negotiations at all.



Agitators and dissident groups know fﬁll wéil
that their best_opportunity to gain influence would
come through_disruptibn of our friendly relations
with Panama and the other haﬁions of the‘Western

‘hemisphere.

In the peaceful struggle against alien ideologies
like communism, these Treaties are a step in the»right
direction. Nothing could strengthen our‘competitofs
and adversaries in this hemisphere more than for us

to reject this agreément.

.What if a new seé—level_canal is built in the_
future? For more than a hundred vears, studies'havg
shownh that the best site for a possible sea—1e§e1 canal
would be through the present térritofy of the Republic
of Panama. During the past decade an.extensive study
by the United States government again confirmed this

fact.



The Treaties say that if we want to build a
canal, we will build it in Panama -- and if a canal
is to be built in Panama, we will have the right to

participate in the project.

This is a clear benefit to'us,:for it ensures
that ten qr twenty years froﬁ now, no unfriendly but
wealthy power'wili be able to bid with the Panamanians
to build a sea-levei canal, bypass the existing Canal(
_perhaps leaﬁing that other nation with the only usable

waterway through the Isthmus.
Are we paying Panama to take the Canal?

. We are not.

The United States' original financial investment

in the Canal was about $387 million. Since then we
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have received, in fees from the Fanal,vabout

9 ? million.. Any payments to Paﬁama»will come
from ships which use the Canal -- paid on a normal
commercial fee basis. Not one dollar of American

tax money will be paid.

Wwhat about the stability and the capability
of the Panamanian government? Do the people themselves

support the new agreement?

The present leader of Panama has been in office
for more than nine years. Democratic elections will
be held this August to choose the members of the
an  Assembly. ] |
Panamian Congress. In the past, regimes have changed
in Panama -- but for 75 years, no Panamanian government

has wanted to close the Canal. Panama wants the Canal

_open and neutral -- perhaps even more than we do.
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15 Ver
The Canal's continued operationﬁmay-be1important to

us, but it is much more than that to Panama.

To Panama, it is crucial.

o
| :
Theﬁthreat_of closing the Canal comes, not from

any government of Panama, but from misguided'dissidents'

who may be dissatisfied by the terms of the old Treaty.

In an open and free referendum last October
‘which was monitored by the Organization. of American
States, the people of Panama gave the new Treaties

their overwhelming support.

There is a final question, about the deeper

meaning of the Treaties themselves -- to us and to
¥
Panama.
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David McCullough, author of "The Path Between
Two Seas", wrote me a letter about the Panama Caﬁal

Treaties. Let me read part of his letter:

"The cénal‘is something we made-and have looked
after these many years; it is 'ours' inAthat sense,
which is very different from jﬁst dwnership. . .;.

"So when we talk of the canal, whether we are
old, young, for or against the.treaties, we are talking
about very elemental feelings about ouf'own strengths . . . .

"Still . . . we wanf, all of us, a more huﬁane
and stable world. We believe in good will, ;s well as
strength. . . .

"This . . . is something we do because we know
it is right. This is not merely the surest way to

'SAVE OUR CANAL', it is the strong, positive act of a
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still-confident, still-creative,. still-purposeful
people. . . .

"This . . - cah become a sourcg of national
pridé and seiffrespeét in much}the’way'building the
canal waé. It is the spi;it ihvwhich we act that
is SO vety imporﬁant. .- . ;

"I think of what Theodore Roosevelt might say
were he alive today. . . . He saw history itself as
‘a force,and the history of our own time and the
changés it has brought would no£ be lost on him. . . -
(C)hange Vas inevitable, he knew, and neceésary.
Change was growth; The true conservative, he opce
remérked, keeps his face.to the future. o« o

"(I)t is hard to picture him dismissing or
discounting such testimony to the military value of 4£€-

treaties as voiced by the Joint Chiefs.
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"But Wére he.tO'endorse the.treaties, as I'am
quite sure he_Would, it would be mainiy because he
wou;d see the decision as one by which we ére'
demonstrating.the kind of power we wish to be. For
>Roosevelt the»canal was a gateway to the very different
and uncertain new world of the new twentieth century,
a world in which the United Stétes had'no'choice but.
to.play a major part,

"iWe cannot avoid meeting great issues,'
Theonre Roosevelt said. 'All that we can determine
for ourselves is whether we shall meet them well or
ill.' .« o .

"The Pamana Canal is a vast, heroic.expression
of that ége 0ld desire to bridge the divide and bring
‘peOpie closer together. . . . (T)his too is what the

- Treaties are all about."
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In this historic decision we can sense what

'~ Roosevelt called "the lift toward nobler things which

marks a great and generous people."”
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ONE FARRAGUT SQUARE SOUTH
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006

January 31, 1978

Dear Mr. President:

I think David McCuyllough's quotations are excel-
lent, but I can't help” feeling that the American people

should be, but/I do think théy might strike this note:

De-zg;se new Treaties reflect weakness—or strength
onm—the—part. of the United States? F—have-no-—guestion
as—to-the—answer. A great and strong nation understands
that time brings changes and that adapting to change
means increased strength. The new Treaties are a
measure of our greatness as a nation. For they demon-
strate that America is big enough and strong enough and
mature enough to resolve an issue such as this one in
an atmosphere of mutual trust and respect; they demon-
strate that America is strong enough to take a stand for
what is decent and right - and wise enough to base its
decisions not on what may have been appropriate in the
past, but on what is right for the future.

The Canal will always be ours - ours in the sense
that it represents an achievement of which we will
always be proud - ours because in the eyes of the world
it will always represent American ingenuity, resource-
fulness and dedication at their finest.

I have no doubt but that if Theodore Roosevelt
were alive today he would endorse these Treaties. He
would understand that this is the right way to show
greatness in today's world. In this historic decision
he would see what he described as "the 1lift towards
nobler things which marks a great and generous people".
He would be proud of us for proving that we are, indeed,
a great and generous people.

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Sol M. Linowitz
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Seventy-five years ago, our nation signed a
treaty which gave us rights to build a canal across
'~ Panama,—ard to take the historic step of joining the
Atlantic and Pacific oceans. Although the treaty was
‘drafted here in our country, and was(Eeither seen nor _
2?6#5?%&{42 awey %MWM/@M/E £ro FIRG
e results of the agreement | /
have been of great benefit to the people of Panama,

to ourselves, and to other nations of the world who

navigate the high seas.

‘Contrary to some claims and beliefs, we did not
. 74
buy the Panama Canal Zone. [?e did not pay for it.
We did -not acquire sovereignty over it. We agreed to
pay Panama a fee each year for the right to use the
'Zone, and we gained the right to build, operate and to

defend the Canal.

K &ﬁé’éé?/‘ﬁ7ﬂuy Aor sorre o7 e /ég}faf‘
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" The building of the Canal was one of the
greatest ehgineering'feats of’history. 'Although
massive in construcfion, it was'relatively simple.
in deSign, énd it has been reliébie and efficiént
in operation. We.Americans'are justly and deeply

proud of this great achievement.

The Canal has also been a source ofvpride,to
the people of.Paﬁama -- but also‘a source of some c°n+'”“‘“ﬂ.
discontent. Because we controlled a ten-ﬁile-widé'
strip of lahd across the heart of'Panama apd becausg
original terms of the agreement were considered by them
to be ﬁnfair and highly fa&orablé tc the United States,

the people of Panama have never been satisfied with

Sgew%w %@f J?@ Z/z@ﬁ@ et o f;z*‘?@@’ %J/
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Last summer, after 14 years of negotiation -- under

two Democratic Presidents and two Republican Presidents --



we reached an agffement that is fair and beneficial
to both countries. The United States Senate is now

debating whether this agreement should be ratified.

Throughout the negotiations, we were determinéd
that our natiohgl security interests would be protgcted;
that the Canal would always be open, neutral, and
a#ailable to ships of all nétions; that‘in time of.

" need or emergehcy our ships.would have the-right to

go fobthe head of the line for priority-péssaqe_through
thé‘Canal; and.thaqgur military forces would.have the
permanent right to defend the Canal if it should eve;

be in danger.
- The new Treaties meet all of these requirements.

Let me outline the terms of the agreement:
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There are two Treaties, one covering the

"remaining 22 years of this century, and the other
guaranteeing the openness and neutraiity of the Canal

after the year 1999.

For the rest of this century we will operate
5”99“5ﬁvh the-Canal[;ointly with the Panamanian{Z]under policies

set by a nine-person board of directors. Five members -

y?&ﬁ%%ﬁf%?? ill be from thg United States,and four frqm Panama.
Within the area of the present Canal Zone, we have thé
right to select whateverv;ands and waters our military
and civilian forces need to maihtain, operate, and

defend the Canal.

About 75 percent of those who now maintain and
operate the Canal are Panamanians; over the next 22 years
as we manage the Canal together, this percentage is

expected to increase. The Americans who work on the
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Canal will have their rights of employment, promotion,
and retirement carefully protected. It is important
to'note that the labor unions which represent these

American workers support the new Treaties.

7%%,5 (f It is not true that we are paying Panama to take:
| y | | ~ o~
the Canal. We will share with Panama some of the fees
— .

paid by shippers who use the Canal. As in the past,

[
WA@/ the Canal should continue to be self-supoorting.

This is not a partisan issue. The Treaties
are backed by President Ford and by every living former

Secretary of State. They are strongly endorsed by

. and efler _
our business[?né?professional leaders, and especially
. A .

by those who recognize the benefits of good will and
trade with other nations in this hemisphere. They

are endorsed by the Senate leadership, axd overwhelmingly

'H'\»';

by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which last



week moved us closer to ratification. And the Treaties
are supported by every member of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the top'militafy leaders of fhe United States
Army, Navy, Air quce and Marines'—- responsible men
whose life's‘work is the defepse of this nation and the

preservation of our security.

Jreatiin -

They, are opposed by somg enemies of the United.
States in Latin America, who would like-to see disorder
in Panama and a disruptiqn of our political, economic»
énd military alliances with our friends in Central

and South America and in the Caribbean.

I know that the Treaties also have been opposed
by many Americans. Much -- too much -- of that opposition
_ o

is based on misunderstanding and misinformation. I

have learned that when the full terms of the agreements



are known, most people are convinced that the national
interests of our country will be best served by

Arcates

ratlfylng the agreement

Tonight I want to state the facts, answer the
‘most serious questions, and tell you the reasons I feel

- that the ireaties should be approved.

The most important reason -- ‘the only reason --
to ratify the Treaties is that they are in our highest
national interest, and will strengthen our position in

) 1 feresis witf be cnhomecd

Our trade opportunltles w1ll be 1mproved

the world.
We will demonstrate that as a large and powerful nation

we are able to deal fairly and honorably with a proud

So ugfﬁ‘,n

but smaller,nation. We will be honoring. our commitment

to all nations of the world that the Panama Canal will

be open and available for use by their ships -- at a



reasonable and-competitive cost -- both now and in

the future.

Let me answer specifically the most common

guestions about the Treaties.

. Does our nation have the right to protect
and defend the Canal against armed attack or other
actions which threaten the security of the Canal or

of ships going through it?

The answer is yes, and is contained in both
Treaties and in the'Statement of Understanding between

the leaders of our two nations.

The first Treaty says: "The United States of
America and the Republic of Panama commit themselves to

protect and defend the Panama Canal. Each party shall



act, in accordance with its constitutional processes,
to meet the danger resulting from an armed attack or
other actions which threaten the security of the Panama

Canal or of ships transiting it."

The Neutrglity Treaty says: "The United States
of America and the Republic of Panama agree to maiptain
the regime of'neutrality established in this Treaty,
which sha;l'be maintained ih order that the Canal

shall remain permanently neutral."

. V_ X g
Ewered Z;ﬁfﬁf dopel LVE
The Statement of Understanding) says: "Under

(the Neutrality Treaty) Panama and thé United States
have the responsibility.to assure that the Panama Can;l
will ‘remain open and secure to ships of all nations.
The correct interpretation of this pfinciple is that

each of the two countries shall, in accordance with
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their respective constitutional processes, defend

the Canal againﬁt any threat.to_the regime of neutrality,
and cqnsequently will have the'right to act-agains£

any aggression or threatAdirected against the Canal

or against the peaceful transit of vessels through the

Canal."

Of course, this.does_not give the United States
the right to intervene in the internal affairs of
Panama, nor shall our military actiqn be diregted
against the territgrial integrity or pdlitical

independence of Panama.

Mllltary experts disagree on how many troops

apasih Fhe Conn/

it would take to ward off an attack. Estimates range
: ' A
from 50,000 to more than 100,000, but I would not

hesitate to deploy whatever armed forces are necessary

to defend the Canal.
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I have no doubt that even in long aﬁd protracted
comba£ we couldvdefend the Pénama Canal. But even if
the Panamanian armed'forcés joined with us as brothers
against a common enemy, there is a better option than

war in the jungles of Panama.

We would serve our interests better by
implementing the new Treaties, an action that will

help to avoid any attack on the Panama Canal.

What we want is the permanent right to use the
Canal -- and we can defend this right best through
these Treaties -- through a real cooperation with

Panama. The citizens of Panama and their government

AM@' already 1ndice fed e s a/e“rz«/ée'/fof//tf
E:will be overwhelmingly ii]support of this new partnership,

a protoes/ fo

anqﬁthe Neutrality Treaty will be signed by many other

nations %@P&’&% -‘?440&'//&77 7%6?//" \5'7‘@?%7 @M
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The new Treaties will naturally change Panama
. from a passive and sometimes deeply concerned
bystander into an active and interested partner. The

agreement leads to cooperation, not confrontation.

Another question is: Why should we give away

the Panama Canal Zone, which many people think we own?

I must repeat an earlier and very important
point: We do not own the Panama Canal Zone -- we
have never owned it. We have only had the right to

use it.

The Can;l Zone can not be cbmpared With United
States territory. We bought Alaska from the RUSSians;
and no one has ever doubteé that we own it. We bought
the Louisiana Territories from France, and it is an

integrai part of the United States.

°
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From the beginning we haveZ?ald renB to - /A et
siod Lav o
. VY 34
Panama to use theifland. You do not pay rent on your 'u/?”u&’

own land. The Canal Zone has always been Panamggn'
terfitory. The U.S. Supréme Court and previous
American Presidents have acknowledged Panama's'
sovereignty ovér(the Cahal Zone. We cannot give back

land we have never owned.

There is another question: Can our ships, in
time of need or emergency, get through the Canal

immediately, instead of waiting in line?

The Treaties answer that as clearly as possible,

o eodDlod o Framss *

by guaranteeing that our ships willfhave "expeditious

Jhe eans) sxpe @/}%/m/f/éy
ii;an51t" through the nal. To make sure there could

Ahose werds
be no possible disagreement about what/ "expeditious

transitEZmeaqﬁ, the'joint statement says that
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éxpeéakious transit, and I quote; "is:intended ; ; .
to assure the transit of such vessels thfough the
canal as quickly as possible, without any impediment,
with expeditéd treatment, and in case of need or
emergency, to go to the head of tﬁe line of vessels

in order to transit the Canal rapidly."

Will the Treaties affect our standing in
Latin America -- will they create a "power vacuum;"

which our enemies will £ill?

In fact, the Treaties will increase our nation's

influence in this hemisphere.

Rather than giving our enemies an opportunity
to exploit mistrust and disagreement, the Treéties

will remove a major source of anti-American feeling.
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The new agreement has already provided vivid
eva
proof to the people of this hemisphere that a new ear
of friendship and cooperation is beginning, and that
whet Aty regord as

»A  the last remnant of alleged American colonialism

" has been removed.

‘Last fall I met individually with the leaders
of 19 other‘éountries in thisvhemiéphere. .There‘is,a
new sense of equglity, a new sense of»trust, a new
sense of mutual respect that exist because of thé
Panama Canal Treaties. This opens up a new opportunity
for ﬁs, in good»will, traae, jgbs, exports, énd political

cooperation.

- If the Treaties should n=t be rejected, this
would all be lost, and disappointment and despair
among our good‘neighbors would make us worse off than

had we never begun the negotiations at all.
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/hAgitators and dissident groups know full well

" that their best opportunity to gain influénce_would

come through disruption of our friendly relations

with Panama and the other nations of the Western

hemisphere.

In the peaceful struggle against alien ideologies
like communism, these Treaties are a stepbin the right.
direction; Npthing could strengthen our competitors
and adversaries in this hemisphere more than for us

to reject this agreement.

What if a new sea-level canal is built in the

future? For more than a hundred years, studies have

shown that the best site for a‘possible sea-level canal
would be through the present territoryvbf the Republic
of'Panama. quing the past decade an extensive study
by theVUhitéd States governﬁent again confirmed thié

fact.
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The Treaties say that if we want to build a

A

canal, we will build it in Panama -~ and if agcanal

N7

is to be built in Panama, we wili have the right to

participate in the project.

- This is a clear benefit to us, for it ensures

. that ten or twenty. years from now, no unfrlendly but

Ste pege
2%
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wealthy power will be able tofb%5> djwith the Panamanians
to build a sea-level canal, bypass the existing Canal,
perhaps leaving that other nation with the oniy usable

waterway through the Isthmus.

Are we paying Panama to take the Canal?
e e T N ~—_ — e —

. We are not.

The United States' original financial investment

in the Canal was about $3971nillion, Since then we



PN

- 18 ~-

ZQEQ f‘é,@@?/@/ \92&,’7 m»//}m s /ﬁzﬁx’%‘ﬁff% aﬂd /M%

have received, [jh fees from the Canal, about '% éwigﬂﬁ
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7 million.
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commercial fee basiiJ Not one dollar of American

d4ny payments to Panama will come

erd

ips which use the Canal paid on a nOrmal_

tax money will be paid.

What about the stability and the capability
of the Panamanian government? Do the people themselves .

support the new agreement?

The present leader of Panama has been in office
for more than nine years. Democratic elections will
be held this August to choose the members of the

on A’ﬂ'ew\‘ IY
Panamian Congresa.

In the past, regimes have changed
in Panama -~ but for 75 years, no Panamanian government

has wanted to close the Canal. Panama wants the Canal

open and neutral -- perhaps even more than we do.
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January 31, 1978

Dear Mr. President:

These are the facts regarding
original construction cost of the
Canal and repayment to the U. S.
Treasury:

1. Original construction cost -
$387 million

2. Repaid to Treasury since

1951:
Interest $288 million
; Capital ~40 million
Total $328 million

3. Prior to 1951, Canal Company
books show another $320
million as interest payments
but upon investigation it is
clear that these were used:
for Canal purposes and not
paid into Treasury.



!5 Jer1

The Canal's continued operatio 1mportant»to

us, but it is much more than that to Panama.

To Panama, it is crucial.

pl‘l ad . .
Theﬁthreat_of closing the Canal comes, not from'

any government of Panama, but from misguided dissidents .

who may be dissatisfied by the terms of the old Treaty.
—‘S;_‘_

In an open and free referendum last October: /@@ag
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‘which was monitored by the)Organization of American JMF?;/&éf)/

RAE w%r

States,/J the people of Panama gave the new Treaties @@
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"their overwhelming support.

There is a final question, about the deeper

meaning of the Treaties themselves -- to us and to

}

o

Panama.



- Note: ;Punctuation,and_Spacing_of_EllipSes_in Quotes
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David McCullough, author of "The Path Between
Two Seas", wrote me a lettér‘about the Panama Canal

Treaties. Let me read part of his letter:

"The canal is ;omething we made and have looked
after theée many years; it is fdurs' in that sense,
which is very différent_from just ownership. .7. .

""So when We.télk of the_cénél, whether we are
old, young, for or against the treatiés, we are talking
about very elemental feelings about our own strengths .

"Still . . . we wént; all of us, a more humane
;nd stable world.. We believe in good Qill, as well és
strength. . . .

"This . . . is something we do bgcause we kﬁow
it is right. This is not merely the surest way to

'SAVE OUR CANAL', it is the strong, positive act of a
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sﬁili-confidént,_still-creative, still-purposeful
>peop1e.;._. .
"This <« « . Can becomg.a source of}national
“pride and se1f~respect in mdch.thé way.building the .
canal was. It is the spirit in which.we act that
is so yery iméortant. o e .

"I think of what Theodore-Roosevelt might say
were he.alive today._.r. . He‘séw history_itself as
a force,and the'history_éf our own timg and.the
‘ changes.itfhas brough# would not be lost on him. . . .
(C)hange was inevitable, hé knew, and peceésary;
Change was growth. The true conservative, he once
remarked, keeps his face to the future. . . .

"(I)t is hard to picfure him dismissing or
discounting such testimony to ﬁhe militafy value of 4L¢

treaties as voiced by the Joint Chiefs.
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"But were he(tq.endorse the treaﬁies, as I am
quite sure he would, it would be mainly because he
would see fhe.decision as one by whicﬁ we are
demonstrating the kind of power we wishvto be._ For‘
Roosevel£ the canal was a gatéway to the very differént"
.and unceftain new world of‘the new}twéntieth century,
a world in whiéh the United Staﬁeélhad no choice but
to play a’major part;
"'We cannot avoid'meeting great.issues,'
Theodore Roosevelt said. 'All that we can determine
for ourselves is whether we shall-meet theh well or
ill.! S
"Thé Pamana Capal is‘é,vast,.heroic expression
éf that age old desire to bridge thevdivide,ahd'bring
peopie cl9éef together. . . . (T)his too is_what the

Treaties are all about."
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In this historic decision we can sense what
Roosevelt called "the lift toward hobler things which

marks a great and generous people." .
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Seventy-five years ago, our nation signed a

treaty which gave us rights to build a canal across

Panama -- to take the historic step of joining the

Atlantic and Pacific oceans. Althdough the treaty was

drafted here in our country, and was neither seen nor
signed by any Panamanian, the results of the agreement
have been of great benefit to the people of Panama,

to ourselves, and to other nations of the world who

navigate the high seas.

Contrary to some claims and beliefs, we did not
buy the Panama Canal Zone. We did not pay for it.
We did not acquire sovereignty over it. We agreed to
pay Panama a fee each year for the right to use the

zone, and we gained the right to build, operate and to

defend the Canal.



.The building of thé Canal was one of the
greatest engineering feats of‘histbry. Although
massive in construction, it was relatively éimple'
in design, and it has been'reliablé'andﬂefficienﬁ
in operétion. We Ameriéans are justly and deeply

proud of this great achievement.

The Canal.has also been a source of pride to
the people of Panama -- but also a source of some '¢°h+'”“‘“1b
discontent. Because we controlled a ten-mile-wide
strip of land across the heért of Panama and‘becéuse
original terms of the agreement were cbnsidered by them'
to be unfair and highly favorable to the United States,
the people of Panama have never been satisfied with

the treaty.

Last summer, after 14 years of negotiation -- under

two Democratic Presidents and two Republican Presidents --



we reached an ag@&bment that is .fair and beneficial .
to both countries. The United States Senate is now

debating whether this agreement should be ratified.

Throughout the negotiations,IWe were determined
that our national security interests would be pfotected;
that.the Canal woﬁld always befopen, neutral, and
available.to ships of éll nations; that in time of
need or emergency our ships would have the right to
go to the head of the'line for priority passage through
the Canal; and thaqgur miiita;y forces would have the
permanent right to defend the Canal if it shpuld ever

be in danger.
- The new Treaties meet all of these requirements.

Let me outline the terms of the_agreement:
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' There are two Treaties, one covering the
remaining 22 years of this century, and‘the‘other
guarénteeing the openness and neutrality of the Canal

after the year 1999.

For the rest of this century4we will opérate
the Canal jointly with the Panamanians, under policies
set by a nine-person board of directors. . Five members
_will be from the United States,and four from Panama.
Within the area of the present Canal Zone, we have the
right to select whatever lands and waters our military
and civilian forces need to maintain, operate, and.

defend the Canal.:

About 75 percent of those who now maintain and
operate the Canal are Panamanians; over the next 22 years
as we manage the Canal together, this.percentage is

expected to increase. The Americans who work on the
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Canal will have their rigﬁts of employment, promotion,
and retirement carefully protected. It is important
to note that the labor unions which represent these

American workers support the new Treaties.

It is not true that we are paying Panama to take
~the Canal. We will share with Panama some of the fees
paid by shippers who use the Canal. As in the past,

the Canal should continue to be sélf—supporting.

This is not a partisan issue. The Treaties
are backed by President Ford and by.every living former
.Secretary of State. They are.strongly éndérsed by
our business and professional leaders; and especially
by those who reéognize the bgnéfits of good will and
trade with other nations in this hemisphere.‘ They
are‘endorsed by the Senate leadership, axd overwhelmingly

_ . Haig
by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which last
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week moved us closer to fatifiqation. And the Treaties
are supported by every member of the Joint Chiefs of
.Sfaff, the top military leaders of the United States'
Army, Navy, Air Force and Mérines -- responsible men
whose life's work_is the defense of this nation and the

preservation of our security.

1#eajﬂé~‘

They, are opposed by somevenemies of the United
States in Latin America, who wouldiliketo see disorder
in Panama and a disruption of our political, economic
and military alliancés with our friends in Central’

and South America and in the Caribbean.

I know that the Treaties also have been opposed
by many Americans. Much -- too much -- of that opposition
'is based on misunderstanding and misinformation. I

have learned that when the full terms of the agreement
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are known, most people are conVinced that the national
interests of our country will be best served by

ratifving the agreement.

Tonight I want to state the facts, énswer the
most serious questions, and tell you the reasons I feel

that the ireaties should be approved.

The most important reason -- the only reason --
to ratify the Treaties is that they are in our highest
national interest, and will strengthen our position in
the world. Our trade opportunities will be improved.
We will demonstrate that as a large and powerful nation
we are able to deal fairly and honorably with a proud

Sowrvetgn
but smaller,nation. We will be honoring our commitment

to all nations of the world that the Panama Canal will

be open and available for use by their ships -~ at a



reasonable and competitive cost -- both now and in

the future. -

Let me answer specifically the most common

questions about the Treaties.

. Does our nation have the right to protect
and defend the Canal against armed attack or other
actions which threaten the security of the Canal or

of ships going through it?

The answer is yes, and is contained in both
Treaties and in the Statement of Understanding between

the leaders of our two nations.

The first Treaty says: "The United States of
America and the Republic of Panama commit themselves to.

protect and defend the Panama Canal. - Each party shall



act, in accordance with its constitutional processes,
to meet the danger resulting from an armed attack or
other actions which threaten the security of the Panama

Canal or of ships transiting it."

The Neutrality Treaty says: "The United States
of America and the Republic of Panama agree to maintain
fhe regime of neutrality established in this Treaty,
which shall be méintaiﬁed in order that the Canal

shall remain permanently neutral."

The Statement of Understanding says: "Under
(the Neutrality Treaty) Panama and the United States
have the responsibility to assure that the Panama Canal
will remain open and‘secure to ships of.all nations.
The correct interpretation of tﬁis principle is that

each of the two countries shall, in accordance with




their respective constitutional processes, defeﬁd

thé Canal against any threat to the regime of neutrality,
and consequently will have the right to act against

any aggression or threat directed égainst the Canal

or against thg peaceful transit of vessels through the

Canal."

Of course, this does not give fhe United States
the right to»intervene'in the internal affairs of
Pénama, nor shall our military action be directed
against the territorial integrity or political

independence of Panama.

Military experts disagree on how many troops
it would take to ward off an attack. Estimates.range
from 50,000 to more than 100,000, but I would not
hesitate to deploy whatever armed forces are necessary

to defend the Canal.
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; have no doubt that even in ;ong and protracted
combat we could defend the Panama Canal. But even if
the Pénamanian armed forces joined with us as brothers
against a common ehemy, there is a better option than

~war in the jungles of Panama.

We would serve our interests better by
implementing the new Treaties, an action that will

help to avoid any attack on the Panama Canal.

What we Qant is the'permanent right to use the
Canal -- and we can defend this right best through
these Treaties -- through a real cooperation with
Panama. The citizens of Panama and their govgrnment
will be_overwhelmingly in supporﬁ of this new partnership,
and the Neugrality freaty will be signed by many other

nations.



The new Treaties will naturally change Panama
from a passive and sometimes deeply concerned
bystander into an active and interested partner. The

agreement leads to cooperation, not confrontation.

‘Another question is: Why should we give away

‘the Panama Canal Zone, which many people think we own?

I must repeat an earlier and very important
point: We do not own the Panama Canal Zone -- we
have never owned it. We have only had the right to

use it.

The Canal Zone can not be compared with United
States territory. We bought.Alaska from the Russians,
and no one hés ever doubted that we own it. We bought
the Louisiana Territoriés from France, and it is an

integral part of the United States.



From the beginning we have paid:rent to
Panamé to ﬁse the land. You do not pay rent on youf
own land. The Canal Zone has always been Panamian
territory. The U.S. Supreme Court and previous
American Présidents have acknowledged Panama's
sovereignty over the Canal Zone. We cannot give back

land we have never owned.

There is another guestion: Can our ships, in
time of need or emergency, get through the Canal

immediately, instead of waiting in line?

The Treaties answer that as clearly as possible,
by guaranteeing that our ships will have "expeditiouS'
transif" through the Canal. To make sure there could
be no possible disagreement about what "expeditious

transit" means, the joint statement says that



expaﬂékious transit,-and.I quote, "is_intended .« e .
~to assure the transit of such vessels through ihe
Canal as guickly as possib;e, Qiﬁhout any impediment,
with expedited treatment,rand in case of need or
'emergency, to go to the head of the line of vessels

in order to transit the Canal rapidly."

Will the Treaties affect our standing in
Latin America -- will they create a "power vacuun,"”

which our enemies will f£ill?

In fact, the Treaties will increase our nation's

influence in this hemisphere.

Rather than giving our enemies an opportunity
to exploit mistrust and disagreement, the Treaties

will remove a major source of anti-American feeling.



The new agreement has already provided vivid
_ ' eva
proof to the people of this hemisphere that a new ear
of friendship and cooperation is beginning,_ahd that

the last remnant of alleged American colonialism -

has been removed.

Last fall I met individually with the 1ead¢rs-
6f 19 qther countries in this hemisphere. There is a
new sense of equality, a new sense of trust, a new
sense of mutual respect that exist because of the
Panama Canal Treaties. This opens up a new opportunity
for us, in good will, trade, jobs; exports, and political

1

cooperation.

- If the Treaties should m=t be rejected, this
would all be lost, and disappointment and despair
among our good neighbors would make us worse off than

had we never begqun the negotiations at all.



Agitators and dissident groupe know full Qell
that their best opportﬁnity to gain influence»wouldb
eome through disruption of ourifriendly relations
with Panama and the other natiops_of the Western

hemisphere.

In the peaceful struggle against alien ideologies
.1ike communism, these_Treaties are a step in the right
direction. Nething eould,strengtheniour competitors
end adversaries in this hemisphere more than for us

to reject this agreement.

What if a new sea-level canal is built in the
futufe? For more than a hundred years, studies have
}shownvthat the best site-fer a possiple sea-level canal
would be through the present perritery of the Republic
of Panama.  During tﬁe past decade anvextensive study
by the United States government again.coﬁfirmed this

fact.



The Treaties say that if we want to build a
canal, we will build it in Panama -- and if a canal
is to be built in Panama, we will have the right to

participate in the project.

This is a clear benefit to us, for it ensures
that ten or twenty years from now, no ﬁnfriendly-but
- wealthy power wi;l be able to bid with thevPanamanians
to build a sea-level canal, bypéss the existing Canal,
perhaps leaving that other nation with the only usable

waterway through the Isthmus.

Are we paying Panama to take the Canal?

. We are not.

The United States' original financial investment

in the Canal was about $3®7 million. Since then we




have received, in fees from the Canal, about

$ ? million. Any payments to Pénama will come
from ships which use the Canal -- paid on avndrmal
- commercial fee basis. Not one dollar of American

.tax money will be paid.

What about the stability and the capability
of the Panamanian government? Do the people themselves

support the new agreement?

The present leader of Panama has been in office
for more than nine years. Democratic elections will

be held this August to choose the members of the

78 )4fﬂew«£, - e

Panamian Corngresg. In the past, regimes have changed
in Panama -- but for 75 years, no Panamanian government

. has wanted to close the Canal. Panama wants the Canal

!

o

open and neutral -- perhaps even more than we do.
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The Canal's continued operatio may-be 'important to-

us; but it is much more than that to Panama.

To Panama, it is crucial.

Ia'/
Theﬁthreat of c1051ng the Canal comes)not from

any government of Panama, but from misguided dissidents

who may be dissatisfied by the terms of the old Treaty.

In an open and free referendum last October
which was monitored by the Organization of American
States, the people of Panama gave the new Treaties

their overwhelming support.

There is a final question, about the deeper
meanihg of the Treaties theémselves -- to us and to

Panama.
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David McCullough, author of "The Path Between
Two Seas", wrote me a letter about the Panama Canal

Treaties. Let me read part of his letter:

"Tﬁe canal is something we made and have looked
_ af?er these many years; it is 'Qﬁrs; in that senée,
which is very different from.jﬁst ownership. . . .
>'"Sp when we talk of the canal, whether we afe
old, youhg, for or agéinst the treaties, we are talking
about very elemental feelings about our pwn stréngths o e e
"Stil} . . . we want, all of us, a more humane
and stable world. We believe in good wiil, as Well as
strength. . - .
"This . . . is something we do because we know
it is right. This is not merely the surest way to

'SAVE OUR CANAL', it is the strong, positive act of a
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still—confidént;-still-cre;tive,~stili-phrébseful
people. . . .

"This . . . can become a source of national
pride and self-respect in much the way building the
éanal was. It is £he spifit»inbwhich'weAact that
is so very important; .« o e

;I.think of what Theodore’Roosévelt'might séy
were he alive today. ,'. .»He saw histéry itself as
é force, and the history of our own timebénd the
changes it has brought would not be lost on him. - .
(C)hange was inevitéble, he knew, and necessary.
Change was growth. The true ¢onservative,‘he once
remarked, keéps his face to the future. . e

"(I)t is hard to picture him dismissing or
discounting éuch testimony to theAmilitary value of 4‘&

treaties as voiced by the Joint Chiefs.
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"But were_he to endorse the treaties, as I am
quite sure he wbuld, it would be mainly because he
would see the decision as one by which we are
demonstrating_thé kind of power we Qish to be.. Fdr_’

»Roosevelt the canal was a gateway to the very diffefent
and uncertain:new wofld of the new fwentieth'century;

a world-in which theAUnited Staﬁes hadAno choice but

to play a major part.:'

"'We cannot.aVOid meeting great issues,;'
Theodore Roosevelt said. 'All that we éan determine
for oufselves.is whethef we shall meét them well or
ill.r ...

"The Pamana Canal is a vast, heroic expression

of that age o0ld desire to bridge the divide and bring

people closer together. . . . (T)his too is what the

Treaties are all about."
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In this historic decision we can sense what
Roosevelt called "the lift toward nobler things which

marks a great and generous people.”




